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. in-school and 1ater life dellnquency.'

2

. Introductory Statemént : L,
. . —~ ' N . .'

* The Center for Social Organization of gchools has two primary ob-

to develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affept their-

jecti{is\
" students, and to use this knowledge to develop better sqhool practices

v and orghnization. : i ‘ Coe

* . .t

§ - -

The Center works through four programs,to éE!’eve its objectives.

The Policy studies in Schoogl Desegregation program applies the basic theq-

]

ries of social organization of. schools to study thte internal conditions of

desegregatedﬁschoofs,‘the feasibiéyty of a1ternat1ve desegregation- pplicres,

segregation with ;fhepfequity issues such
The School Organization program is cur-

'and the' interrelation of school d

as housing and - JOb desegregation.

systeﬁs, and peer gro % rocesses in schools.

study of the effeg}é of open sghools, has developed Student Team Learning

Instructional processes for teaching various subjects in {1ementary and

secondary.échools, and has produced & computerized system for school-wide

1
attendance monitoring.

is stﬁﬁying transitions from high school to post secondary iQStitutions
and the role of achooling in theadevelopment of career plans: ahd the

actualization of labor, markeﬁ outcomes. The‘Studies in Delinquency and

The School Process and Career Development program

School Environments program is examining the interaction of school ‘environ-’

'ments, %chogl experiences, and individual characteristics in relation to

- This report, prepared by the Polioy Studies in SChool Desegregation

program, examines “the extent of segregation among whiteés and minorlties

rently concerned with‘authqrity -control structures, tagk structures, reward

It has prpduced a’large-scale

@
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Ipdices of racial®segregation across different-places of employmgnt .
L ~ L
.are pregented for black and non-Hispanic white workers in tbb same ¢ N

s

: igéheral'DCCupacional category (e.g., managers; éﬁerat;ves). Black and
. - t - .

.- non-Hispanic white laborers and service workers are. more segregated from
' . - £ ‘ .

. v
o

f/ one another than are their racial counterparts infother ocgupatippal Cor
» “ - ' : oo
sategories, once the relative supply of black workers in eacb occupaC10ﬁ

is accounted for, Black and thCe women at each occupacxonal levcl ‘are -

i SR
.

more scgrfgacad from one another than are black and white men, altﬁbugh
4

3
+

ol
Jifferential employment.1n high- and low-segregatlon 1ndustr1es{acc0unts

-

for much of the sex dife cnces, The racial composicion oflan establish-
- . b X ol \
ment”s work-force in one ovcupatidn is strongly rélated. to its racial

' . . . . . - L

composition in other occupations; parcicularly thougHv wtthfn“tha'blue-

5

,\- * A
collar and whlte-collar subgroups , Por certaln occupatlonal cacegories--
name iy professxonals, sales WDTRLTS and clerlcal worké&ﬁ-—tﬁe ‘black

’ Yy -
proportion of the work-force is higher ;he mofe the total establigh-

3

.ment” .5 employmént 1is conoéntrated in that oc-cupat:.on. Fhrt'he-}« L;eSearch
g .
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' 4 ; T
‘ ‘Since 1965, a number 5f studies have documented the extent of

racial and ethnic segregation thatfexists nationally in the U.S. This

1

descriptive 1iferatuée,'however, generally has o?en-confined to the | .

- [ . . .
\measurement of residLntialtsegregatlon and school segrcgatlon--that is,

*

the extgnt to whlch ne1ghborhoods ina city vatx in their rgclal

composition (ec.f. iaeuber and Taeuber, 1965; Pascal, 1967 Hawley and

Roek, 19733 and So enseP, Taeuber, and Hollxngsworth, 1974) aqd the '
j - *
extent to which d#ﬁﬁerent schools in the same school system hatg diffc:-

- + -

. |'

. and Taeuber, 19?4; Coleman,” Kelly and Moo:e, 1975). % .

\5 ' ‘|I ' ’l - '.| \\
"Along with peighborhoods and schools, .the areda of employment is

_ent racial. composctlon 0.8, Commlssion on Civ11"Rights 1967; F&{;ey

,opg of the mdst jsignificant realms of social life. However, until now Lo

s . - . .
@ have lacked omparable deseriptive data on the extent of racial and .
. " \ . . . { - . . .
. ethnic segregation in employmbntt¢ Of course, there is a lavge liteyature .

‘in'ecoﬁomics focusing on, racial discrimjnation in the ’

in‘sociobogy 2

labor market and its consequences for-the disproportional concentration
.. ¢, ' s '-_ .
-of minority :frkers %g'ceftain'occupational,categories (e g.; bascal,
" . - . - l- " f‘ ) . s
1972; Von Fu stenberg;-Horowitg; and HarriSon, 1974). However, thefe
2 ’ a 4

has been little systematic desct;ptioh or analysis of ‘the egregatlon

Y o=

of white andfblack workers in_ the same. occupation across different

il =

e L places of e ployment.. ’ : : ..

1 . N A

- T Each ar,“howé}er the Equal Employment Kiortunitiés Coqsission

"
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-, this data, we can compare these occypational categories in terms of

*

+

- o P S . o g
their "imternal” racial segregation--that is, racial_segregation among

"pccupatxonal peers, M For instance\ we can determine whether white and

r

biaek skilled craftsmen are'more segregated from one another (more

*likely to work at different places‘of bdsiqess) than are blaék_and white

*

unskilled\laborers. We-can also examine the degtees of employment

1
+ . - *

L . o, R \,
- segregation exhibited by dequpationgl groups. within specific industries

. -
ot i

as‘weil as the employment segregation of gender:speeific occuﬁationai
e . ;. S o,
catkgories (e.g.,. female managetrs). ' In summary, .the EEOC data enables

. L o N T e L )
us to measure the cross-racial, oecupational-peer, on-the-job experiences

4 e " . .

of specific’ categories of workers. . .
« . In this paper, wé focus on the segregation between the non-Hispanic *
T “‘ !

white'employed pdpuletion,and the black working pophlation. First, we
/aook at the general 1eve1 of employment segregatjion between these two
E ethnic categorles and then we disaggregate by occ pat10na1 category,

o *

by sex, by 1ndustry, and by qeveral other factor . Our presentatlpn

1

>

is;based on tyo types of measures: (1) the absolute level of cross- ,

. 1 P

the proportloﬂ of blacks among the proFessiona1~1eve1 employees at his:

* L

place of W rkl,_and (2) a standardized measnéeigf segregatlon--a measg%;;

*
]

of how mucH the avesage racial environments of black and non-Hispamic

.

. ‘ ) .
white workers inthe same category differ from ome another and from

- Fl

the racial environment that would exist under the condition of .complete

*

" integration of that category of ﬁd%kﬂxat________' ( o

»
L

.
‘
-
e .

‘racial experience, (e.g., for the average noﬁ-Hiépanic white brofessionél,.

LE3

%
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.Sooroe of Data . . . “* _..i C f R ;ﬂ - .
The anhual Equal‘Employment Oppo:tunftfes Commission syrvey (Etol)
is a mail cerlsus of most private employers in the country. Nearly all-

- . y -

,private gmplqyers with 100 or more employees are included in Chls Y N

survey.1 Multl-establishment firms file a separate report for each
. . N
establfishment or,place of business that has 25 or more employees:' ) ,

v

Hopevér; because not every employef‘complies with TEE’EEDC‘tegoIation. .

. (Ashenfelter and Heckman, 1976, fn: 5) .and because many-employers are’

excluded from the strvey's covémage'(small empioyers;-tax-exempt groups),

- -

the employment data exist for oaly about half of all pnvate non-’

&

: agrlcultural workars (and only about 5% of workers employed in agricul-
R LA V' -
- ture).ﬂ} The 19'?5 data whiéh are used in th;s analysis, ~c0ver approxi-
5

.

.mately 150 ,000 different places of employment. Our analysis '1s based

) upon a- on;’in-twenty sample (N=?A83) of these establlshments.
h Slnce the dqta for this study are dertved from employer self-
' ‘:reports .the qt;eétron of data reliability Seems \particularly germain.
anortunately;‘ye have 1ittle useful evidence to offer in this regard
Employers were glven ifnstructions to retord raCiaI/ethnic data based
, “fe - .

.on a visual survey, personnel records, or, where necessary, direct

.
-

inquiry. However, the repdrts, while audited for annual changes in ,/

. _

establishment racial composltion were mot systemaﬁ&cally validated

. Lo -
) for this study. I . o - * L
- ¢ Employers were given a paragraph -leng th descrrption of each of - .1
. - the nine occupational,categorles. The paragraphs contagg;d_g_brief
» . discussion of skill and eduéatgonal requisttes and exa@ples of the :t
. . 1 —_ T




] - *
L b L) ~
. . .

\\\ ‘kinds of jobs 1nc;uded in the category. Again, however, we have no

evidence to* know how attentive the survey t33pondents were to these '

- - -

. * ' .

- . \‘instrugtions and defin{tions. ‘ ' .

- T N ‘On ‘the other hand, our estimates of segregation would be most'r e

-

- \“' L] u
v likely to be in érror if establishments with a‘lower-than-average

. { eroportbon of minority employees were disproportionately among the non-

. respondents to the survey or‘if firms with fewer black workers tended ' .ot

to 6verreport their preéence. Such biases would also distort the overall
raéial‘composition of the EEO1 sample. . Gonsequently, it is assuring to . -

report that the sample s racial comp031t10n approximates quite closely . .
the ‘racial- composition of the 1abor-force of the non-agricultural, g

‘ <\ -
brivate,sector,as reponted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (B.L.S.).

-

In thEII survey of the poPulatlon with work experience in 1975 (Bureau . ’

of Labor Statlstics, 1976) B 1.8, estlmateh a prlvate non-agricultural
.work-foree that is 11.5% "black and other races.” Our.EE0L sample is ' -

. . N _— — ,
. 11.9%black and other races (10.7%black, 1.2% other) in addition to. ' v
. 4.2%‘"gpan%sh-surpamed"'who are a minority group within the white racial 7 .

- -
.

categdry., = : o o .

— ) . Thus, whife.the}e'may be. 'some slight uﬁferreporting_by homogeneously

+  white establishments and some overclaiming of black and other minority

emgloyees, there is no evidence to suggest major impediments to our

. 4

.use of the data to analyze pattefns of racial segregation in employment.

» .
- ' . C b ~




Employment*SegroEstion: Déscriptive Statistics and Measurement of

tne Segregation Index

4

A picture of the differential racial environments of black and

non-Hispanic wh1te workers in* the EEOL 1abor force 1s indicated: by the

following statlstics: Half of all non- Hispanic white workers included

-

than 5% olack. Yet only one ocut of twelve black workers find themselve

' . " . .{

in this small a minority. On the other hand, the median black worker
. is empioyed at_an establishment that is about 21% black whereas'only one
white'workgr in nine works in suth a racially heterogeneous situation.

’ . [ oo 1
in sum, the median black worqu's work environment consists of more
L] '
than.four tlmes the proportion of black'workers as does ‘the environment

of the median white worker. . ) - !

o - °

Be'cause the distributions of racial compésition are somewhat

asymmetric, the mean (averaée) percemt blsck amonélfellow workers is

somewhat” higher for both.blacks and whites. The mean "percent black"
.- .

for non-Higpanic whi,ze s ‘is 8.7% (alongk thh 4, 3?; J"other " 1argely

[ . -

Hispanic whites), while sthe mean values for black workers are 27.1%

«  black and ?.1% "other ) The differences between whitos and' blacks are .
N still‘huite substantial. ’ . . : . L
s T a T RS
It is theoretically possible for the racial distrjbutions of :
# . -. ) .f

co~workérs to be ‘identical.for _each ethnic group. In such a case,h
) L . — . . - ’l, r
the percent black at all kstablishments would be identical.: The more:

© —————that establishments»vary in their racial.tomposition the more the mean

-~

*-° racial, gnvironment for whfte and black workers var1os as wall. In the

t -~ * . L ey,

*»

in_the enumeration work at ‘a place of business'hhose work fomce is less

S

-
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el L *

extremé case, each ethnic group wérks'at an establishment that only‘ o

employs members of that group and the variamce in racial composi.tioﬁ .

among the establishments is at its milximum. . L

.« Aneindex measuriny points alvng the continuum from complete inte- .
. .. . Lot N «

. gration (no varialiion in racial composition) to complete segregation

(variation at its maximum) Is called a "segregation index." One such

t

L 'l - -
* index reflecting measurement along this continuum has been used by ~

b .\

Coleman in some of his earlier work on school desegregation (Coleman,

Kelly, and Moor¢, 1975), The Goleman i.niiex, which we describe below,  *

is baée’d on the cumulative rjaci,al‘ exp‘eriences of 'i.ndivi,duél black and

. - s

white workers. 3 ' . . ' \,

As applied to employment segregebtiqn', Coleman's index compares

experfence of workers with the cross-
. . - ¢ + _ a e

- h L

. racial experience that ‘would exist under @ condition of complete » J

.

s . |
the average ‘existing crbss-racial

. LI ]
' . . . . .

- ' 4 -

t & T

. . - i ) : =7 - ’ .
The actual experience with black co-workers by white workers,

Fl r

1

for exau‘1p1e, can be expressed as the mean percent .black at. the . same’

place of employment for all white work"s‘, or ;_ ‘
- s 5 N ) . K oo S o
* ' =, :‘ - 0 . ~ Tt ’ ot
! blo T T ey s Pbi Lo \\ e
- : L .. whenw P, .= percent black -amiong
' T L N IR . i total oyment in
- Z n,. i'thi"establishment
. o i=1 o . :_,fnw = number of t;h'i.tés‘ in -’
. ‘ . co- "i'th establishment
- . , - R ‘ . N = total number of
. . . .s o . tstablishments
. . . \ : ‘
" ;' . ) 0- £ * .
% - L) rl v,
'a 1. b 3 " ““"-1: a . "
- : ! ¥ ’ + ' . M ¥ " -
L . " . nl A
; . ' ] nr LO .t

LS




. covered in thé EEOC data set, under complete integ:

"_whiCe worker would work with 10.7 blacks for every 100 co-workgrs“

alchough'it is not the same as the ‘median white worker's experience

. : ) ) -
- group. ‘It is, of course, zerg under complete integracion -and
/ ] A 0 H X . * . .

%’complege segregation, iIt can’ be shown Fhaf where X and Y

4

v
. Fl
? . - . . -
M .

This is sometimes called the "percent'b}ack for the aberﬁgeowhice,"

- . .
e

-

but, more properly,"the §ve§hge percentage of ‘black workers for all RS
white workers,” . . . . ) . . )
Under complete integracioﬁ,'“bercenc black for the average white" R

) T
e

is merely the overall percentage of black:workers in ghe:hniverse under

I

- L3 »

study, or P_, Thus, since blacks'constitute 10,7%

b 11.

drkers o

fon the average ’

’ -

(including himself). However, in fact, the mean Ppercent black for all
ding ? et
ers are segregated from black

P ]

1
white workers is 8.7%. Thus, white wori

. . ' -
workers by the proportion:
A . - s ' . % ' :
* . ) x ¢
J Py Polw = 10.7-8.7 = 2.0 = .19
B .. 107 . 10.7
(3 . .- + » * ,.. .
* ‘ ™,
» . . - +

L

(In this paper, we drop the decimaI.point,'uéi?g.SB]; = 19 (=.100 .x Q*b]w).

. L
as our measuré of segregation.)

- Thg'ségregafion index thus indicates the proportion of undef-

+" . ) ‘. T b - ' ’
representation of bne racial group in the work -environment of another
R . ' ‘ N N . L] h .

- - - L - ~
100 under

» 4

are mutually.
T i

axclusive and exhaustive, % ;Iy equals the difference.bethQn the mean

»propertion § for all{'X's and the mean proportion X for all Y's--that is,

. . ¢ s 4 ] -
the difference between the racial environments of the two groups. In
aéditign? it follows «hat ley'= S&,x under these Eonaitioqs._ Where

~

13

’

t s ¢




- . . L .

\‘.‘

. L ‘
L) ) ! " ‘

v d e not exhdustive, § # 8 . However, where they are,..
X an.,? ar & e x{y y’x ! ; y ty

nearly exhaustive, ‘as in'th%ifase of non-Hispanic whites and blacks,

e -

/-
7-

» Comparison with School Segregation; Disasg}egation by Occupation
[ et O Lkl )

- - w .

r - - -— . v

the figures ;re génerally Qery\closei In our gase, for the emplpyment ; o
N v * ’ ’ - ¢ ’
seéreghtion of*all non-Hispanic whiee and black workers, both Sb|; ' ) ¢
- '. -~ ' * N . s
cand S . = 19.% . B ' . b
Wlb_ ) - . . o . . .

- i - - L.
i - - . . -

r -

How does emp}oyment segregation as a whole compare with segregation
) . . . . ] - . it

in schooling and housing? The, overall %egrggation statistic for

‘employmeﬁt (8219% is gign%ficantly lower than thaf reported fd% k}emeqbary \i

" and’ secgndary students:k8=56: 1972; Coieman, Kelly and hoore,'1975), .,

and that recentiy cgléualqheq for four;year~colleges'(S=ﬁ2,,1374; :' . ] ‘ )
McPartland, 1978). Although ghi; Etaéistic has ;ot béen célculated.for . \

residential segregation, it i# clear that the latter would be significantly

"

higher as well, Tn addition, it must be pointed out that a certain .

degree of segregatign across places of employment is due to the differ- "
. .0 ‘ - K
ent geographic distributions of blacks and whites acros3 the vadrious .
- . - -, .
me tropolitan qféas and fPral regions of the country. The segregation

- v

T 4 ~ . . "
statistic, for schoolchildren is reduced to- 37, for "within-districet"’ . . T

segregatiop, ;sQ that some redugkgon'in the employment segtegation index v . o
. \ A . . - . .

would rno doubt be recorded if geﬁgfal_plage of residence were controlled.

r

(Our data éo not permit ud to performqghis analysis éq the present time,Y
. ¢ . .

However, the felafivé}y modest.level of employment segregation ™
M -, " .- »

(in- comparison to school segregiision) conceals Gome highly interesting

! ) 7y : : >,
oecupation-specific and sex-sific differences in employment segr¢gation, ;
' 4 ""‘\:‘1 v ) . N . ¥
— - s’ _"'ﬁ‘— ! -
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. along with add:il:iginal‘ complications related to the overall p’rOp'orcipn ' e
_‘black in the firm, its industrial clés‘sific.at'ion, the size of the .

’ . FrY . - 2
u

company's wérk-force, and m_mlber' énd proportion of ch‘ac work-force 'who
. T . L Y N . . .
. ¥ : fb * . .
are .employed in the black, pef{.‘son"s occupational~category. It issich
-

\ - .

. . -
-

’

L these factoys that we will noﬁ‘ideal. :

‘employe,es in that obcupational fcategory at the same place-of emplofni:ent.

. ~ Thus, in row one{ of the table,|for the averag;e black official or manager, '

- L]

- 81.6’.% of his pr he s who are officials or managers are non-
_Hispanic whites, whereas non-Hispanic whites as & whole make- up~94.2%

og all officials"and n;anagers covered in the EEQL su;vey,

- . ’

- F i

’ + * ) L -
. -

- b

- ’ . Table 1 About Here

* ]
- . - —— - - .
v

- - . n

Table 1 i.ndiqa;tés t‘hat:, laborers.a.nd service ﬁorkérs, although

2 ‘ .

constituting more, racially heterogeneous populations than the other
. . . s -
) ¢ occupational ‘categories, at the same time are by fagtthe most facially
F . - v
i ‘ LR | . - _\.-q--ﬂ e N
“ 9 ,segregated of the nine occupational categories,-givén their larger
- . " 4 ..
egreg \ <

'pools of minority workets, ;wY,
-t . It is true fhac‘ the averag.e non-His‘p.a.n;‘.c: white‘labore'r and servilce' .

« . . worker works among a co-worker group that has more black workers than .
* do those employé;l in the other occupatjons. 'I'he‘ \pq

l"‘.

ercentage of b lack

SN laborers for the average white iaborer, for example, fs 12,6%, which

. i.s.,five.times .the proportion of blacks for the average 'white prc;fessional. '

A L —_—
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environment.

However if lanorers had :be.same degrea.of betweendestablieﬁﬁent

t

segregation as proﬁessional warke rs have, the average white laborer

-

bwould be wotking 1n a group that was nearly 20% black,

vo. .

-
T
.
-

a full fifty

~percent increase over the present proporsien of bldck laborexs 1n his ~

“and craft workers have somewhat less: employment segregathn by ra;e

Among'the other occupational categories, managerﬁ, profeSSLOnals,

than the rest, and machine operatfves have a bit more than the oth&rs,

@

But the similarities in the segregation indices for these seven caEer'
. - \ . - ‘
gories set them apart rather strikingly from the laherEr and service

L

= -

"worker categories,

. . : ' L
One of the major contributors to the segregation of blacks and

. <4 \ .
majority whites is thé large proportion of whites who work with no

blacks at all at the same oqcupat;onal level as theqfflves. While one

_ - .
out of‘eight non-Hispanic whites in the EEOl sample work with no blacks

. anywhere in their place bf employment, nearly half of all_whiﬁe managers

r, . .
have no black managers in, their establishment, more thae- one-third of
, _ ) . - . )

all white professionals, technical workers and sales workers have no . ..

black co-workers (i.e., employees in the same occnpational category),
and even among the remaining occupational categeries nearly one-gquarter
of all'majority white workers do not see black workers doing the same

kind of work ﬁhat they do (Table 2).

]

‘ , .......: ------- - - . ,

' : -Table 2 Apout Here i .
Black workers (and those of other minorfties), Who constitute a
much smaller Eractionrof the-torgl employment than do majority whites,

1

+
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o L2 . .

are not’nearly as 11ke1y to be isolated from members of different \
raclalfethnlc groups. Nearly all blacks uork wlth at 1eas§ some whites
* i

in their occupatlonal category and more than 90%owork with at least ' \

.
- . -

‘one‘opﬁer black in’;£e‘same category. » Thus, while racial segregation

is often considered to be a problem of.integrating the black and minority
’ N " -hJ b ]

cultures into the dominant Anglo-white culture, from a statistical

perspective, it is the majority population, as.it neaﬁly always is,

‘ A . '
that is the isolated one under conditions of segregation (Blau, 1977).

Coﬁsegggp&iy, the ‘remaining discussion will focus on-the non-Hispanic

white working population and theif experience with and segregation Eéom

* Pl L

bitack workers,

mainly those in the same:occupational category.

1

Sex Differences )
Since: employment, “segregation- by sex is such a major part of the

- hd ¢ - -
occupational structure, a clearer picture of racial segregation in

“

4 s . . - L
employment {is probably given by examining the employment segregation

_of-white and black women "separately from that of white and black men.

b Q » "
Table 3 shows the experience with black co-workers of the same seX
and in the same occupational category for non-Hlspanlc vhite men. and--

woqen. At all nine occupational levels,"white and black women are more

segregated from one aeother than are white and black mee.~This‘ie true
ﬂoth ie‘Pccupat?opel categgories weere black womeq'are found 15 éreatef
broportions than black me;'keﬁite'collar occugaﬁions eﬁd gkilled
1;Iue-coliar work) and wh'ez.'e the reverse is true (r}-_'ma?ning blue-collgr
categories and eervice worke;s)._" ' !

0w -
L T R e L T >

Table 3. About Here
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,standard of “cOmplege integration.?
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Examining workésite segregation @cro s all a?cupatlons,_t
{ ~y :: .

segregat1on of women is nearly 404 higher .than ‘the racial se egation

9 PR 3 [}
among men., For the job caggggkles of highest pay and prestige, women
are more l:han twice as segregated as.are men, Onl,amon clerical

- 3
LIS

Hispanic whites, ’ "o . . .

4

Cross-occupational racial segregation ‘ . - .
TR

- . +

. o
So far, in our discussion of employment segregation by dccupational
level, we have examined whites and blacks in terms ofvtheir-experience ,

9
L b

v . L
of the opposite racial group among their own occupational peers, ([t

also seems}reasonable to ask how segregated white wprkers in particular

jeb'categories are from black workers of all job categories--as well

as 'the complementary question., how sehregated particular,occupational

- -~

groups of blackd are from white workers in general. To do this,'we need

to compare the actual cross-racial experiences of a particular category”

of worker (for example, ‘for white laborers,. the average percent black

among a11 workers ac “his place of employment) Wlth an appropriate . .' }

-, o

o : ‘o . -
The standard we have been using so far, the overall proportion

black in the particularluniverse being examined (511 workers, managers,
etc.). does ot apply. here, The éategory-df workers whose géegai '

composition is E§ issue (all qccupitions'in our example) is not the

- . )
same as the universe of workers whose segregation experiences are-being

. n . . ' ’ t

1




) s . r . . .
- ‘ . : " .- _F * L]

measures (laborers) The overall pro%ortion of. blacks in these two
universes need not bL the‘seme--and ghey generally aren't, (Percent

black (all eccupatigns) = IO.?Z; pergent black (all occupations) for
' {

) all laborers = 14;1’.) The appropriate standard -to compare white
L ] . ' \ ) 4 - - ’ ;
laborers' job experjence of blacks is the experience of all laborers--

- <o . -, ' . £}
. ! '

that is, the average percent black (all ocpupations)'for all laborers,

N : Thus, we use an adjusﬁedjseg?egation index for such EOmparisons, which

for our example is: ) . . . - .

Poatl ™ Poalul

P where Pb I = pemcent black all
ball . occupations averaged
L . - y . for all laborers (14.1%)

* ' i [ . .
. » - ‘ . .

iR - - v L Pba|i¢1= percent black all

v S : I S occupations averaged
T - . ] - for white laborers (8.6%)

N '
. . 8

1 T e

-

Using this adjuséEd eegregation index, we find (see Table 4) that
whites in the higher?end medium pay}pnes;ige.categories tend to be less

I

segregated from black workers as e!whole than they are from blacks in

4
. . - ~ -~

»

H 3 - -
their own occupations. White managers, for example, are less than one-
& > ;
" third as segregated from black workers as a whole than they are from

their’feliow’managers who are%ﬁlack. On the other hand whites in the

p

lower skilled fields {operatiVes, laborers, and service workers), who

‘were already shown to be more r%C131r§ segregated ‘than othe:.mhites R L

-

withln their own job category, remain as hlghly segregated fﬁbm,black

1.

-workers in genefal as they are from blacks "in qheir pwn oébupation. )




/

+

A

rare from Yhipes 1n éﬁezt~0ﬁn occupabional group. And, in consfaét to

‘ ‘ -
white laborers and Service workers, black laborers and service workers
'

_are only slightr&\egff scgregated from,white workers in general thant
.- - .

v | * *

. - L 4
are b!acks'in higher skilled gob categories.

The results:shown in Table 4 thus suggest that 13 is thg non-Hisp@nic

LY
white laborer and sefvice worker groups which are the most. segre@ﬁted

from cross-racial work- experiences in general Appl{ing the “ad;usted"

segregatlon\‘ndgx to particufhr pajrs of occupation race-sex combinations,
. 1] I 2

-

suggests the same conclusion\6 ‘Fer‘male wquers the pairs of occupa-

. - t

cions with the highest segregation 1n&1ces*ate white laborEts and K

& x

" black craftsmen (37), white laborers and black opefhtiue& (34), and -
white laborers and black managers (30) For women, pairs ﬂ}th the
highest values are thesc: white laborers and black clerical workers
(51), white éraborers and black ma:agers: &0-), ‘white service workers and

)

. K b *
,black professionals (44), and white service workers.and black techmnical -

L]

' : L .
' workefs (44). Even when including the sgveral pairs with the next-

highest index Galues, all but® one involvg white laborers or—service

workers. .Black occupations, on the wether hand, are .spread out among

- . oo .
"seven categories, from operative to managers.’ Also striking in the -

. LA -
complete matrix of segregation scores by sex (not shown here) is the,

L] . - . . s .

large .nymber of pairs oﬁLfemale rice x occupation compafisons that
’ L s - : “ st .

wt
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JAccounting |for ﬁmployment Segpggaffon
! - Untilhthis‘point, what we have had to say -about the employment
* . J *, i . )
segregation of men and women in different occupational categories .has

. % C .
been primarily descriptive. I would like to move, now, in an explanatory

: . N " * a
direction--ln two ways, PFirst, I would like to consider some additiomal

| ‘
. *

| .
vdriables that might help to account for the amount of segregation that '

we hgve'fo Y to exist among places of employment generally and for eur
nine occupatiapal ca egories inm particular. Secondlﬁ; I would like to

? - 3 3 = = -
examine these| same factors for their utility in explaining differences ™ -
*‘ 1 e . .

1 .
ong thg segiegation scores for the occupational categories and differ- .

L) 1 -
¢n¢es between [the segregation indices of men and women. <2 —

The four variablgs we shall look at are (1) the industry in which

4 e -
&

/ the establishment is 1ocﬂteda‘62)‘the size, of the establishment (both
. . - . & .

the E?tal number of workers-and she number in a given dccupation), -

-
-

s

(3) the overall racial composit{én of theé establishment (tq account for

v

. gcdup}fion-specific sedmegation), and (4) the degree. to which an

establishment's work force' is concentrated in the given occupation,’

-(For,éxample,_doeé a £irm whose employment is mainly salesman employ
- - 1

* . a higher proportion of blacks as salesmen than the same-sized firm.that

only hggia few salesmen--are these latter more apt to be white workers ca
¥ ~— - . -
only.) d . T z .
. ’ y ) . ) . »
S . Industry and Size . . .

] The obvious variable to examine first is the industry of}the ?irm‘

1 (m * * v ' . -
Different industries have strikingly different pattérns of employment-- _
- : . ‘ . ~

. both in terms af the mix of occupational levels of the éork-force and.
™ &+ x at

-

L ‘ 2 [

-
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LY

'Hpbever, female.émploymenﬁ is,heavily concentrated in, the industry group

) in terms of their‘disf&ibubioﬁ'of~male and female employees,

Our Hata show, th‘ough

>

‘in the same industry is on a par thh the overa¥l level of segregation
N .

LN * .

across .all estab11shmgnts. Five of the eight industry cbmbinatipns we

» v ‘. .
,employed (see TableJS) have, segregation indices between 18 and 21, :

— s
with the highest between-establishment segregation,(services) while*the

-
¥y

greatesé number of male workegs are employed in durable manufacturing,

’

. » ) * ]
the “industry with one of the lowpst between-site segrega#ion indices. :

"’ 4 .
Thus, while the overall segrsgatiou index is 7 points higher for females,

the average industry Egecific male-female difference in their segregation

indices is only 3 points.

Nor -

. oL \
The industry variable 1s not nemrly so effective in accounting for

% LY

differences among the accuﬁational categqries as it s foqkéex differ-

ences. Examining’ ei\ «0of the eight industry groups separately,(
5 k]

segr&gatLOn 15 consxs&ently higher among laborers and service workers

‘ than elsewhere. The average within-industry segregation indI}es for_
L i

-y

Lthese two categories (weighted by occhpationnspecific eTployment) is

39 and 35 respeq@iﬁely, At the “other end, managers and professionals

are even more distinctively the occupational groups with the least

between-e stabli'shment, ségregation of blacks and whites, Their within-

,Endhstry welighted averages are both equal to 12; four points under thé

mext-nearest occupational categoriés kTable 6% . ' .

Besides industry, size of the éstaBlishment is anothe importaﬁz
. ) i 2
factoX in the differential employment of blacks. Black workerd. are

- - . - -

thaq racial segregation between estab11shments

.
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- T, » : _' . R SRR o Ty . ’
- -, gmployed'in larger proportions at places of business that employ more ; -
5- = ’ b . £ Tt - ’ ) . _‘
"r ' h 'people. n our sample, those establi'shments with fewer than 50 workers
. - \ . . . ‘\ - i .- . ]
have, on the averiigt, a 7% black labor force. Those with 500 or more
' i'\ - ".' B ' - : \

- - - L i - i . . = . a
: emplddyees, on the Qtﬁgr_hand? have a 1a§or.f0rce that is 12=QZ black.

g . Thus, a certain ambunt'of.segregaéion between ziigpa’and blacks is due
\ ' ’ . '
. to thEIr being employed in dlfferentially size estdblishments ma— ji
_nﬁg } However, there.'is nearly as tuch variatlon in racial composxtlon among ' b

4 “

'
-, C establlshments of roughly the same size as there is among all places

" . . “ a

of business. For smaller flrms, ‘there {s even greater1var1at10n For

example, the segregation index among establishments having between 200
N . * - .ot ] B —
and 499 employees is 25, .several points above the index for all estab-

¢

¥ishments (19). The index amoﬂg-places with 100 to 199"€Eb16yees is
’ - di

- * even higher (28). Only among large establlshmants--those that employ
Toe \ —
. 7500 or more workerzgfis the segregation xndpx between places (15) N
i ' L . T

smaller than the overall qurégation\index for all establishments. /’ ’

'These 1arger places do employ 52% of all. wérkerQ in the samples—but

. -

"~ .they egnstltute oﬁly 8,47 of all establlshments “surveyed,

' - . .= . %w . !'q
) ' - Racial Composition of Ocher Employeés ) i ' Lo TN o
* Turning ence again to consideratlon of segregation rates by
‘; . occupation we oan see from Table ? that the e;tabllshmgnt s overall .L
. . v P ’
7 ’ propéhsxty tb hire black worqus plays an extrao;dlnarlly 1arge role
- . e AN . ‘me

in detﬁrmlning the proportion black among. employees in any one occu-~

* . ' - " = it E™
., pation, .The correlation between any single occupagignal category’s?; "
Vs . percent black and the establishment’s percent black’among employees
» . T B : S ‘

L in the_oéher‘eight‘categories goed no’ lower than r = .38 (saiea_;opggrgj.

“

. and goes as high as r =.60 (laborers). On the other hand, hiring of

| Q : L - | Lo P :4 ;zal . S f ‘
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= blacks 1n whlte c@#llar POSltiQnS is not strongiy assoclated,wlth the )

o - 4 é A )

proportlon of- blacks hlred for blue collar positions at the same . -
& . ‘ ll ‘aF"c’ !

1 ]

establishment. (The\r s vary fron ;19 to 35 3 Within these broad

-

occupational d1VL310ns, the, aSSOCLatLOnS are much hlgher3 aveggglng
- [ 1
+ A ! s

.46 for correlations among the five white ¢ollar categorles and”, 47

Pty
.

amgpg the four blue-¢ollar ones.. K “

- Y a * * - .
As a result of this strong relationdhip between-the; presence of
. . 1 : S o« e

sblacks in any‘one occupational category and their°availability‘in the

-2
establlshment s remainlng work-force, the OCCUPatlon-SPECLfIC segregation

* . .

indices among establishments with SLﬁllar overall employee rac;al

* - LN — c

’Eompositions tend to be.quite low. . That 13, since rﬁCLal cqmposztlon

’ . -

_of one category of wofiers is strongly related to-the r30131 compdgltlon

n .

of the others, when-tﬁe }atter is heyd constant,\ag,here, there is that

- . S - : -

by 3 . ® i
much leg§s variation remaining in the former--thus the loyer index value.

. , Table 8 About Here L

- N 1 - -

- »

- L - b

Table 8 gives occupation-specific Segregation indices,forﬁseveral
subgroups of establishments deflaed by thelr'havlng simllar raCLal T

sl

. £}

compositlons amoqg workers in all the ogcupatlonal categoriij,other

- . .
» . T p
than the one currefitly considered In other words, the segregation
., . . -

index. for cIerical workers in esbabllshments where, the racial composx-

tion of.all other workers is between‘S.and 10 percent blaqk is 11

N - . . . + 4

This is substantlally less than the segregation index for cler10a1

L LI . + 8 -
workers at all establishments (207 , - B

.
-~
-




. " - - -~ '; . ' .
. Note however that establx,sluuents with ma;orz,ty black we-sk forces: ( '

do stilh vary substantz,ally in thé p.r0portion oft black wcﬁﬂcers hu‘ed . .

to fill any one\ occupatlonal‘category-«particularly for those occupations

&
that Otherw:.se have”low segre’gatloﬁ indices (e.g., see’ "60- 69‘:{, bIack"

in Table 8) This is also true for places mt:h no blacks at all in’ :
B t'.he other eight occupational categories--such establishments d¢’ vary _ \
- ¥ : -

considerably in the proportion of blacks hired td fill'slots in this
. . - . . ' L .,
one occupational category. Except for thgse éxtremes (no blacks in the #{ !
Y .
"other categorieg or black majorities), the propertion of. blacks in any

given occupation will tend to-~be quite srimilar among e.stablisl'unents‘ with

similar racial d_igt,ributlﬁof their ﬁen employees. I . -t

~1In comparison to the effects of. the establlshment sgeneral )

- .—""‘"—-..' }‘.

racial employment pattein on the rac:Lal segregation of particular , )
L] ~ . LI -
occupations, ‘the effects of other variables we examined are quite small, *

’

; N _
Jowever, some relationships-are wprth noting. - '

. v - . . - o - I . T
* - * L L]
" Number and Proportion of Same~Occypation Employees ‘ ’
o et N '_ . -0 . L - ") .o
t For caXtain occup&tional cate/g%ries the,re is an a#sociation bet:ween
- * . - ‘

the. number of éfnployees.hol;ding those types of jobs and the Erogortmdﬁ: "N

of them who arg blad‘k. The clencal and- sales categories are partl:,cularly,.{

- |

-

noteworthy. in_ this regard, For example, where there ‘are less than five .

(L .

. 3 )
| - ¢lerical workers at a pl’ace of business, cmly 3.3% of these are black.

However, when the establ:,shmene em};loys over cne hundred clerz,cal

- - ke ]
§ % workers, _the eropor&ion black i& the se establlshmnts chmbs to 12.2%.
. "—H Among sales workers the differential is almost as dramatic, Amsngdhe .
-~ ’ - -
= P estabhsl'nments. emp’loy:,ng' the’ fewes{t sales workers,. blacks constitute .

4 “w

only l 4’4 of sales workez:s among those eméloying over 100 such workers,

- _blacks make up6,9% of thie sales force.l,o\' ) .
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~". : ‘. .‘ .
e s LT Coet * »
- QcherloCQUchional cacegories have'differehc relationships among
- . - . - ~
these twop variables, Black professionals comprlse the largesc porcloh '
- . - . A
of ctheir work force in places employing from 25-99 ‘such workers. Blacks

]

among technical workers also tend to be found in greater proporctions .in
! ) ‘ .
the establishments employing d moderate-to-large number of such workers.

L]

Service workers, on the other hand, have a lawer proportion of blacks
1] - . : ' -

P

at cthese incermediare sized emgloye$ classes. Inscqu, their presence
-~ . o

13 maximized both among those escablishmencs employing fewer than 10
service workers and among.chdse places with over 100 such workers.
B - .
When chere are a lar 1§mmber qf persons employed within an ‘ }a

occupational group at a parcicular establishment, chances are that thls

occupatlonal category also proVLdes a larger-chan average proporcion

H

of the escabllshmenc s oﬁeraIl empioymenc. In other words, where che

*

numbe r o£ salesmen is hlgh, it is likely that sélesmen constitute a

- +
larger-than-average fraction of the establishment's overall work force.
Thus, the-association between the proporcion of an esneblishmenc's
e ] . L) ’

employees in a given occupaclon who are black and the cocal number in .*

v ALY
that job category may be confounded by this second variable.

'_ - Indeed, the .same strong relatlonshlp bectween percenc.black*and

eoncenc;acion of that occupation {cthis, time‘in terms .of proportion of

PR

- ) . . ‘ * . ,
the work force instead of absolute.numoerﬁ) is found in the EEOC data

.t

for both saleéwofﬁers and clerical workers. For example, where sales L

.wo&kers cogstitute legs than 5% of a company's employmenE, only 1.9%

’

L

L] -

of *‘the sales workers are black, but where sales workers oonspicuce 509
Ao
or more of thé‘cocal employmenc, the black proporcion among them rises

-

£0'6,.1%. For elerical workers, the comparable figures are 4,3% and 14, lZ

* . . +

- L]

rF
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" of employees in the given occupational, cagegory,‘ané proportion of the

. . R . : ’ . vy - *

. . - b (' . . - . . " L - . » . a
Lg ".\ L ‘,. ) o » . .
. “" aT . - " . - ’ 5 - . .
nd for crafc'Wworkers gnd -

L.

A -
Similar gdsiti(re _a's:soc‘i.'éti.ons_ ¢an be- fo

" professionals and a hative ‘assbtiation between proportiof black and - - R

cond@ntratign ™ the’ oc_cupatic;n for -operativé.s. Service workers, 4gain, '

— ' o f e -

show a curvilihear picture, with the black proportions highér at places
' - e LA -0 C

where service workers either gonstitute a very small (less than 10%) ;

or very large (more than 40%) portion of the place's total labor force, o

L]
L o

Regression Analysis e

4

L

In order to determine the relative magnitudes of the.gffects of .

corre lated variables such as “"proportion in ocdcupation" and "number in
‘ -
occupation,"” niultiple regression analysis procedures were used to predigt:, =
) , .
. -
the racial composition of each ocgupational category for the sample of

‘ -

establishments with one or-more such workers. 'In contrast to the analygis .,

- | - .

.

using the segregation index, this regression procedure treated all
places of business equally,; without weighting aceording to total number s

of employee‘s. “Male and female ‘workers -were ‘c.:ombingd, and five variables

<

were uged, as predictofs: indusery (seven dumny variables), ppi‘cent

o il

black among the establishment's employment in the eight other occupational _

categ‘q:i'es, total humber of employees-at the establishment, total number

‘establishment's, tptal employmert Zontributed by- the given occupational

L -
‘

Lategory, 1

. - ,
Almost withou}z/exception,.the rasults of the 'tmﬁl‘.j.ple regression

. : . x A
procedure are parallel to the bivariate analyses_dgc?rfﬁeﬂ- earlier
(see TatNe 9). For all nine occup:at.ional categories, J:he.establis-iment‘s
overall racial composition (;grcent b'lack,ggthert_g‘ight categérie‘s) 13:")*_- )
by far the most ‘si’gnific’an‘t' predi-;:tor of the ,rac{:al ;c’onposition ;:nf the .
el : i .'/ ’ :
.. ‘ - . ’ . - . N \ \ . -
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" racial composition .o'f laborers.

. particular occupational category CORSldEIé& Beta coefficients range .

o L L

from a low of + 26 for professional workers to + 60 for predicting the

Industry is also mdderately assoeiated

o
with differential employment of blacks for all nine occupational cate-

gories. Depending on the occupation from 1% to 3% of the variange in
. . 4 -\ .

raciaT‘cOm osition is uniquely attributable to industry.

R S ~

Table 9 About Here °

7 R et bt bt b L Y -

Usgng the multcple regression procedure, we were able to ﬂisentangle
the roles of relative and ab;blute size of the occupation's work force

in affecting its racial cOmpositién
L

of the establishment’s work force employed as sales workers or as o
L4 [ r \

professionals is a more -reliable predictor of the occupation'sr}acial

composition ®=.14 and’.lo) than is the nﬁmbér of workers in the bategory.-

Howeveﬁ&rboth proportion and number of workers are 1ndepenﬂent1y signi-
ficant predictors»of the racial composition of clerical workers (@1 13
i 3
The total number of workers in the 3stab1ishment does not
4

appear to be a significant fagtor in the determinatbon of the racial

and 15)

composition of any of the occupational groupJ’ except marginally,
4

craft workers (0= =306).

»
.

Based on our examination of the bivariate

e

.re1ationships,_squa€ed terms for proport}on‘employeg in the occupation -

dnd number empibyed in the oﬁcupation.were entered inté regression

- -
b

_equations for profEssional technical, and servicé?aorkeré. .In‘each-ﬁ
< .
case, the additional terms for EroEortion employed (but not for number
Ty f
émployed) were responsible for‘statistically significant increases

It appears that the Erogortio .

T




.‘ . ) -

in the Rz statistic. The laast squdres models support the prior
descriptive aﬁalysis that blacks are hired in- somewhat smaller mumbers

for professional ind technical jobs when such jobs are either-rare or
' »

dominant in the establishment's total employment. The opposite pattern
. hold§ for service workers--the black percentage is higher under such
conditions.
. A i -
Discussion and Summary . PR . o o

»

. T 1o a'fgﬁge extent, segregation of blacks and non-Hispanic whites \ b

in the sgme general occuypational pa:egﬁry is a func;iéd of‘correspdﬁﬁing
1 Fiy .
variations in the rac;al composition of all émployees‘af'each eqtgblisﬁ-~‘_
* v - N > ' o'_' - *
ment. That is, the racial composition of any single occupational group
’ f . L

- ’

-

Tat aiparticular place of work tends to follow fairly closelyathe racial -
o . L. . ﬁ-"

L

comgpsi:ion of workers in ot%er occﬁpations at :he'es:abiishmen:.'_To K . o
-some degree, however, and for some occupations, such_fac:or; as ghe' :«‘-
reié:iﬂgiconceﬁ::ation in that bccupékion of the eﬁ:ablishmen:'s‘:oéél ;;,1
-emﬁloymeﬁzihnd the ab;olu:e numbe r qf people work%ng i; that occupaF;onal'-

1

category do make a’diffetence in the proportion of black workers that *

", are hired, .

On the whole, the fac: $ha: ﬁifferen:'indus:riés and different -

+ -

- L .\ v

sized firms vary .in the proportion of b}ack‘workeré that. are hired

. does not aeem to account for very much of the between-eatablishment
- - . racial segregation gﬁat exists, except for slight variations in the
i - . - . »
= : racial.camposition of particular occupational categories.
. . hd - '

. On the other hand, the consistén:ly higher segregation'ihdicea .
¥ . L . ) ‘ . _
N . registered for women'are.partfg accountéd for by sex ‘differentials in

» t . 3 ..

i Lt ' industry of.Qmploymeﬁt--with.ﬁomen finding employment in 1§9ustries
; v " . . <\

- * -
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that are generally more racially ‘segregated, regardless 'of sex.
The EEQC data show rathe;fconclusively that major differences exist
- o L]

among occupations in the amount of racial segregation across work

Tocations.

to a lesser extent, those—in semi-skilled employment, are much more
it .

+ "; 1

Both men and women in laborer and service positions, and
- . .} .

-

-

racially segregated among establishments than are workers in other

occupations,
S |

.

However, sirice thése occupations do-include a larger

¥

proportion of black.workers than do the other catégories, the average

]

white workers experience of black co-workers is in fact a bit-higher
- . .

in these three occupations

isolation of white workers

4

but because of the absencé

‘ occupational categories,

B

than in those occupations where the racial
R .
-
derives-not from between-place segregation

of available blacks worklng in these

.

Thus,” from one perspect1ve, although the |,

o vhites in the low income/low prestige dccupational categories are more

S

L

segregated from black co-workers in a statistical sense,” those in the”

S . 1 .
o . - higher skilled categories remain more isolated from them:.

.

- [

i Diffefences among the occupations in their segregation indices doi

= -

nOt appeaf to be ‘the result of industry differerces in the mix of - &
<‘\ . f\t?'

Se, - 5\
. occupations utilized nor are they due to d1fferentiai sex compositidn,

* . .- ¢ + -

. anq only partiaily do they seem to,be due to differences in the average

° racial compos}tipns of employaes 1n other occupations.
. L —
. BN I; appaars piausible instead that unskilled labor and, service

.
bnd

T : work is t?e most racialIy segfegated of all ocoupations s ectfically

[ .

] because of tho.gteattr concentration of blacké (whose ragi 1 idengity

b . ‘- +

»

gives ‘them- low preatige among’ whites anyway) amohg these tategories, ’

i o R .- T ’ Gt . s .
O Y - ‘- . - - - »
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» . o
of workers. The concentration of such a low prestige‘gioup in their
own occupatibn may make whité workers especially desirous of obtaining

employment in race-sepzefated 'situations. Thus, while the segregation

1

index controls statisticall} for the racial copposition of ‘each occupa-
. )

-

tional category, it: may be that racial comp?sitdon itself, combined N

with elements of group prestige and associated social behavior, causes

the segregation differentials among occupations. -
p ) .
Our data have'en;blqd us to proceed in limited ways’to measure and

understand racial segregation in employment, an areca that has received

little systematic attention to date. Racial Segregation that is due to
differing geographical distributions of whites and blacks across regions

and metropolitan areas is one componéht of the picture that was clearly

missing in our analysis. We hope to have data availabfe in the next few

- r

months to be able to add this consideration €0 our discussion. :

In addition, the notion of “occupational category" is tremendously

-

broad. To what extenk is raclal segregation within one of our categories

due ta differential rac;al.compdsi:ion,of the speg¢ific occupations within

the category (and curnesponﬁing differeﬁtials’amoné establishments in

their requirements for such jobs)? With the EEOC. data, it was not
. . L] -

* possible to preceed in this direction. One study has done so, using

-
. L] - o
Fl

““Bureaa of Labor Statistics wage data, in regard to sex segregation among

. - spécific clerical occupations (Blau, 1975), but to date, racial segrega-

‘tion has not been 1nvestigated.in this way.

A final direction that future researc® might be expected to go,

~ . . . - - .
~ v " once geographic information was aqailable*_jé the comparison of American
‘communities in terms of their overall tendencies towards social segregation
- k-

' -

- , ‘e . - T
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P

“by race--in employment, in school enrollment, and in residedtial location.

LS

To what extent do communities that are highly segregated on one of these

dimensions teéd to be segregated alsc on the others? -

. LY

*

- F

.

Segregation between the majority white population and the various

\ .

»

.minority ethnic groups that

sense, ope of the two or three most critical

%

To the extent that blacks and whites in the same kind of work, by being

employed in separate and distingt establishments, are prevented from * *

constitute this society is, in its broadest - .

¢ I . LT

problems of the ceﬁtury.

*

*

developing the kihd of peer-like, non-hierarchical soc}al integration that-

[N

- ' ’ ¢
characterizes cowworkers' imteraction, the opportunity structure (which still

operates to a large extent by the informal network of job peers) will v

—

+

continue to dis¢riminate against the black and other ethnic minority T

worket.,

b

+

T
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1. Schools and tax-exempt private clubs are exempt. Also, employers in »

the sll:ate of Hawaii file different reports and are not tncluded in the

data discussed here. ‘On the other hand, the survey population includes .
o - . ; - . o
government contractors with total employment between 50 and 99, who '

-

. would otherwise r;o;: be lncluded. \

- —— ‘ A
* 2, 1In 1975, the most retent year for which Tta are‘availa'bl_e the -
survey covered 29.8 milligﬁ.pr?ﬁate non-agriciltural workers, or about

48% of this labor force. Coverage was most complere in the industries

. whose esmushments tend to be large. JFor example, coverage was

. . . e ,
estimated to be 80% in durable goods manufacturing and ?Phn non~durable

B - ,manufacturing, but ‘only 31% jin.retail trade and 29% in wholesale trade .
— " employment. . ' ” d .: : ) )

~ w) The index is also related to variability in establishment racial

- .

.
-
- .
- .
*

. composition--it is the propbrtion of the variance in the d1chotomous
vanable Mrace” that is "between~establishments" (Zoloth, 1974). r
4 I Thus, it is a measure of the variability in racial c.omposition acrésé“ - -

. - est'(abhshments with‘the establishments welghted by their tota‘ ernploy-

. ment (rather than contrlbuting equally regardless of size).

. . . ¥
© ' i i

4. Other measures of segregation produce different values fo)i\bllack}’white

employm:ent segreg?a!?ion. VThe most widely;used segregation statistic, * . -
. the index of dissimilarity ('I‘.'aeuber and Taeuber,_:i%S')., gi\:'es,-a value '
e - - "of .48 on a scale from’O to 1. Wwhile the two indices do tend t}'Bej
- - N ° highly corre late&,_Cortése, Falic, and theu&%@) recently dir_écteci
- ' . S ‘ . ’ ) . .
. ' /. .
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- ’ hd

attention to a

¥

serious* problem with the dissimilarity measure's use

in comparative study. . -

"1In any particular aggregate, a certain

dar

amzunt of segregation. (unequal

distribution) is inherent, even when people 4re randomly distributed -

§cr:;§gthe units in the aggregate. The measure of‘segregheion under

distribution might be called its "expected value." Unfortu-

™~ e

nately, when aggregates being compered for their relative internal

a rdndom

segregation differ either in tems of size of the units in éacﬂ.a gregate

or in terms of the overall racial composition of each aggregate, the

expected valueg’of the dissimilarity index differ sharply. Thus,
inter-aggregafe compériqoni'gf diss{pilarit& scores réquirg q‘forrection‘

-

factor to take account of these varying expacted values., Elements of
tos : Y. . T .
such a correction factor have been proposed by Cortese and his colleagues;

however, computational problems suggest that other solutions, such as

. £ R . .
the use of a completely different index may be superior.
. v

*of the above problem.

o -

tional units

The Gﬂ}eman segregation index can he,phbwn to be re;;>ively free

- ¢

The expected. value of this index for a

Ll -

: . - = - - ) - -
dichotomous variable randomly distributed across equal-sized organiza-
w . . -

¥s equal to 100/N where N is the total number of workers
in the organizational units (Becker, McPartland and Thomas, 1978).
Thus, its expected value does not depend on the raciat~Eomposition

of the aggregate and rapidly approaches zero for organizational units -

-

above, say, 50 membérs.

The ‘calculation of t

he segregation index fo

-

r blacks in particular

L]

occupations from whites in all Bccuﬁhtiong deviates from our usual

3,

+




o

- x . ) ) .

pattern:pf caléﬁléting'the percent black fo Ehe,average white worker

in the appropriate category., Instead, wq use the percent white'for thé

average black. The percent ‘black (salesper oﬁ).for the rage white

worke} {all occupations) includes contributidng of "zero" percent black

»

for the many white workers in establishments with ho salespersons at all.

To avoid ény statistical problems' caused by this factor, we yse the-

* complementary calculation.-

6.  The adjusled segregation index for cross-occupational comparisons is

-

somewhat different than that used to compute the segregation of membafs

of one occupation from opposite race experienceb for all oécupations.
’ . : [ v

.

(% black in occ. for all (same-sex) workers in occ.Y)
~ (% black in X for avg. white in Y)

1.

s’ =
LY - lf
< bWy % (4 black in X for all wokkers in ¥)

for only those Y's with 1 or more workexr in X. :

¢

The limitation of coverage included at” the end is because Y's with no -

i ; @ .
. persons in category;f};k their establishment would be contributing

"Oi'black" rather than not'contfihuting at all if such a condition
¢ere not explicitly included. However, &ven without this exclusion

there would have been little difference ;é&the overall results,

. - -

- - . 4 . .

7. kqung the adjusted Segregaiion inﬁex it can alspo be shown that white

women are more segregated from their black occupationdl peers of both

. Sexés than are white meﬁ\\ The.differences, while substantial, are
7 ’ .

4

not, as great as for the within-génder comparisons éhown in Table 3.

8. Kandom allocation of white and black workers to different establish-
~ . . ' +‘ ’
ments would produce more segregation amoilg the very smallest firms

4 -

kY

w 1.

s
oo
-

1
L]

. -
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10.
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L3

than among larger places. But with the establishment size categories’ .
. .

with which we are dealing here, the result of subtracting sggregétiod

due to random generation leaves the overall results essentially

.

unchanged. With this correction applied, the smallest establishments

{(under 100 employees) are slightly less segregated (8723) than medium-
+ % .

sized places ($=26). ’

[ »

The larger yariations among these few establishments with majority ‘

+

black work forces in the other occupations may be due to the impact of

other variables operating in these circumstance®. For example; three

.

interadtion terms involving 'percent black, other occupations' were
. _ - S . X i
- . . . . .
significant pyedictors in a regression equation for, predicting clerical .
L) L}

worker racial composition. Specifically, when '"percent black, other
L
occupations' was "high" and clerical workers were a large proportion

. - »
of fhe establishment's work force, the proportion of clerical workers
i - o

who weré black was similarly high. However, iw predominantly black
firme with a small proportion of clerical workers, the clerical workers A
they die have were apt tolbe white thstead.} Two other interaction

terms ipvolving "percent black; other occupations' were also significant.

For both ocdupational categories, the relationships between number of )
h » . L . - .
such workers and the proportion of them who were black are completely

-
* .

monotonically increasing over the six categories of size used in .

——

3

the analysis. v

- -

* T - 1

w

. r f . i
To minimize costs, a 502”8&mp1e|0f establishments was selected from

a3

the 7483 gases-dsed in the ﬁrecédiﬁg analysis. -

-

|
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' It is recognized that sevetal.of the ‘?redictor variables do not .
* + ‘s + / . *
+ vary independently, Thus, "percent clerical” equals "total number of '
- . clerfeaTs"” divided by "total employment ™ and the latter two .t:erqls,
. ) . )
4 . in addition, ‘ard®in a "part-whole' relationship to one another,
. " . ‘-""-'—. ) " . . . . -
. However/, each™variable was includéd because of its conceptual plausibility L
e - as a responsible -agent--that is, each variable might be causally C
. responsible ‘for variations in the racial, compesition of a given occu-
. pation's work force across est@blishmentsy ~ ° i R .
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* v ¥ . Table 1
- ) - ! Racial Segregation in Employment’
by Occupational Level, U.S. 1975 : .
[
- . Avg, % non- Avg, % Black
. ‘ Hispanic White at same’ occup, ° v .
' . 4 at same oc¢cup. Percent level for Segregation
. level for non-fHispanic 'non~Hispanic . Percent & 2
Blacks White Whites Black ' Index -
P : —
‘Managers and” . . n
| Toffreats _,/ 81.69 94.2%~ 2,79, 3,17 15
i ' R ¢ .
brofessiopals 78.9 92,1 2.5, 3,0 14
[l - - L4 *
! 'I‘uchmal Workers 70,7 88.3 5.2 6.5 - 20 - .
L4} "
Saius Workers 72.0 91.0 - 4.4 5.6 2}//
Oifice and . o '
. Clegrecal Workers 68.9 85.6 7.8 2.7 o7 210 b
Craft Workers 74.8 88.9° T 6.0 7.0 -0 16 .
Operatives , 60,9 79.1 11.0 14,3 ™ 23 °
- - - \HJ ’ . .
- Laburers AP 69.3 - 1206 21.0 40 - N
. [ervice Horkers 2.5 68.5 14.0 .22.5 38
;; '{:' \"t':}; . # .' ’ . ) " v‘k
i ALl Jebs 67.87 83.7% ° 8.7% 1077 * 19 )
‘aé it :' - ’ . . . = ) ] )
—Segregation Index is average of Sw|b and, sblw’ which were within l.Oxfrom one .
. F 8 . - -
another for all but one occupation. fSegregation of managers; non-Hispanic
whi:?s from blac,:ks, Sb|w‘= 16; black‘s from ndn-lNispanic wh:.tef:3 Sw'b = *E?)'
« Soufge: "EEOC 1975 E\}&rvey of Private Employers, 17/20. sample, . . . .
Ls . .
. .': . ‘. - . Lo, . . . 7 ) . ¥
- - . 4 )
&
L ] 38 1
A - —_ ‘ ~
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composition of Co-Workers*, Same QOccupation,

A

for Noﬁlﬂisbanic Whites and Blacks

White
Black

White
Black

White
Black

- White

-Blgck

White

Black

White
Black

White
. Black

]

-

b e

Proportion wiéh this co-worker® racial compositiop

Y No less than At least less than No
{other) 5% 20% 20% {other)
Racial environment of+. .Blacks Black Black White Whitegk#
White¥* Managers/Off'ls. " 48y 817 | - 1% ¢ Ok O ik
Black Managersloff’li. 15% 407, T 14% 3% 1%
" 4
.White Professionals = 337 . 86% 1% 0% 0%
Black Professionals . 8% 49% 14% 6% 1%
Technical Wkrs.. 38%- 67% ° 7% 3 0% 0%
Technical Wkrs. 7% 9% ¢ 447 4% 1}
Sales Workers’ 39% 69% 4% Woz - 0%
Sales Workers © 6% 20% 4 38y 7% 3%
0ffice/Clegical © 247, -osI 10%, o ] o
0ffite/cleridnl 3% 11% +46% Y S 0% -
Craftuorkers 25% 58% . 5% 0% , 0%
Cra frworkers 4% o 3% 4% . ~J%
Operatives S AT SRS 1 18% 0% £ 0%,
Operatives ' 1% 5% 667 % 1%
Laborers . 26% |, s0% 239, U 0%
Laborers, b 2% 4%, -~ 833 19% YA
L] . - . l- -
Service Workers 23% 42% - 25%, 1% 0%
Service Workers 2% 4%. ] -, 78% 26% . 4%

Z.

Co-worker racial compos

L

el . L
Refers te Non-Hispanic whites omly

*i .
¥ 0% refers to less than 0.5% -

LY

»
-

ot

i

(I LI

T

6‘3‘

ion excludes each ﬁérson'himéélg,from'ﬁls epdironment ;
ire. is ragial composition of others besides himself " _+ Ca .
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Table 3° I

* Racial Segregation in Employment & ;
within Occupatiopal Level, within Sex ™ i e
[ - '.M‘. .‘- ) X L]
- Bl.a{:k'and nop-Hispanic Whité Men - Bléck and non-Hispanic White Women
> | Avg. % Black ' . | Ave. % Black
?;:::[;?ttonal for non- % plack Seg::g:tjfon Se%;ggitton for nons % Black
v - Hispanic Whites ;- v Hispanic Whites
Managers., 2.3 2.6 ©12 25 4.4 5.9
professionals 1.9° 2.0 10 26 4.0 5.3
Technical Wkrs. 3.5 .0 15 " 26 8.5 11.4
Sales Workers : 3.6 ., 4.4 20 25 5.1 6.8 -
Clerical Wkrs. 7.5 -, © 9.4 21 22 7.6 . 9.7
craft Workers | . 5.7 . 6.7 C 16 .26 8.6 11,6
Operatives 11.4 14.9 23 R >, 9.3 1.0
Laborers T 13.6 - 21,9 38 . 52 RN 18.8 ©
, . - . .
Service Wkrs. 14.5 %927 36 W M 12,5 22.2
. R - /
‘All Jobs . -~ 8.2 9.9 18- 25 l 90 ™ 11.9
; ‘ ) I W | i ,
! li_ o . 1
€ v T ‘ " T - \-/ - k-.:;" -
. . . - - X -
< ‘ -
. . - l . »1 . .
L ] * 4 a2
. 4 L
-~ N - ) - ‘ - .
) N 7
! 5 LY
. [ : . P




* ” + ' h\
R “Fable %
", Racial $egregation Across All Jobs for =~~~ . *
:, Whitest an_d Blacks of Patrticular Oc¢cupations .
) Segregation Indi:':esr . )
Whites* in Blacks in
. . this this
Whites* and occupation 4 occupation
blacks in ° from blacks from whites*
same ( in all * in all
occupation occupatidns**  pccuypations¥®
. R 7 . »
Managers * 15 4 18 _
- . . . . N ¥ ) /.\
Professicnals . 14 ’ 6 - 16 -
b}
. a1 ' . -
Technical - 20 - 10 15
I . | - -:_‘-
Sales ‘ 21, 13 , 18 .,
Clerical " 20 13 14
Crafc 16- -9 . TS
Operatives . o b2 - 21 ‘1_5
Laborer_‘s | 40 ki -} 22
Service Workérs 38 . 36 23
= —_— - - — — — ‘. - -
. T : ;/r'l et - .
* ' * .\"-1- i - ' “~ a“
Non-Hispanic Whites obly o . -
t . . f p .
‘*-*,‘ ‘ ‘a . J R .
Adjusted index (see text) . ok
* ] .‘ . .'l J‘)."‘ m% # )
. "n_ ¢ » [ . ‘ ¥
. , )




/ . \- . . “ Table 5 ° L o - a‘.
. Racial vDistf'ft-:uEIon and Sefregation
. “by Type of Industry, by Sex
‘31 . .. . . . . ‘ , . . . . - b } S . : _ﬁ
. ‘.© Total, Both Sexes - ©. . MEN ., . L T WOMEN
. . ) < . ‘ ¢ ' . . — .
Avg..7% Black ™ Ipistribution Avg. % » | pistribution Avg. % . .
Industry for Segregation df “Fale Black Segregation| of Female Black . Segregatibn
n . ~ L Whites Inde¥. . Employm:ent for Yhites * .Index Employment + for Whites Index
. * ) . N N . ’ - - - : .
Extractive &. -| , 7.6% 20 . b1% 0 70s% 0 .21 1 0.8% ot 5.3% 13 SR
Construction LYY e . . ‘ . . : '
- F . e - . -
Nonedurable, * | 9.4 . . 20 | 16.3 8.9 19 16.2 9.7 28" .
.+ Msnufacturing - .. “ . e - . ‘ s v ' tow : .
. . . .,‘ ’ - . ' “ ) -
* pugable , 8.7 14 33.8 8.5 .- i5 ‘ 8.9 \ 18
_Manufacturing® | - . : . . _— - ( . @
Transportation/ 9.7 . 21 11.0 s 8.4 i8 6.0 12.7 . 31
Communication , ., . B . - o
Wholesale’ 6.7 18 i 4 6.7 . 20 2.4 6.0 19 :
Trade - T $e ) / ~ ! -t
. - . \ ) . \ . - ',;"'l
S Retail Trade | 7.4 .29 "'-[f 88 1T 17, 19.0 6.9 22 "
Finance, Ins., .! ._ ¢ - 4 oo . A : ' e
real Estate .. - i 9.2 . . 13 . \5\ 4.2 ’ ?;5 . 14 \ 19.5 10.8 L 16 )
T ¢ ' v . S R )
“ services | o 8T 27 'V 12,57 7.9 277 ¢ 28.2 8.0 239
‘ / . F I Y . . t\ R N . ] . . v-‘e.,a"‘ . | i
i . B L 3 - - - " ’ ! i - dl“‘T’r—_ .,
All Industries 847 - 19 - 100% - 8.2 .18 4e100% - - 9.0 .25
. : r_al f ' _._;"'“' ) ' N *
- . . A - *
. L }‘ o ! . 43
42, . . SV - . , | .




Fl ' ' L
v
' Table © \ v,
- Segregation Indices for Blacks vs. non-Hispanic Whites for Qccupations by Inc:lust:ry”
. - t N
Industry ' . Occgapatmnal Categ’ories
¢ "All - . Profes- Teghnical Sales Clerical craft - Service-
. Occupactions Managers sionals Workers Workers Workers Workers Operét lvés Laborers Workers
© - K o "
Extr&tivﬁ 20 . * 5
Construction - ) . il 13 '15" 17 13 16 30 40 -37
Non-durable '
S 2 1 g .
: Manufacturing . j. . 0 2 - 07 16 . 14 12 21 26 .47 _41
“Durable - d 14 ' 4 ) ; 00 10° 17 - g 07 \ 13 19 35 35
Manufacturing . \(0 . : . SN ‘ . .
. Trans’ﬁhrtzatic‘)n/ 21 " 06 08 15. 12 k 27, .13 25 32 48
,Communication - . . \ . .
Wholesale Trade 18 14 - ~ 15\} 10 13 109 . _-}40 . 3 40 50
. y o I e
Retail Trade L DR 17 .., 3N 40 / 17 e 30 30 32 28-
X ; . . i,
Fi,nance/]':nsurance/ 13 09 < - 06 15 . \43 “f 1 o9 ~23 35 39
Real} Estate : - . i '
o ' 'P;. ' LY A s »
. -\ Services 27 24 24 22 -1 S ¥ AV 32 50 il
. — o * _ - : : u‘
4 a1l Induseried, [.. 19 15 ol 20 21 20 16 23 40 38
-t 0
\ . Withineindustry . e ) : '
Segfegation 1‘8’ 12 \ 12_ 17 . 19 16. 16 23 39 35,

—

o a

*wmge for 8 indugj::ies." Weighted by total number of workers in that occuption by industry.

%




e Table 7

. *
. - i

r

Correlations among Percent Black in Each Qccupational Categoly across Places of Works
y :

"

e establishments (sales workers x techniéal workers)

. .

.

percent Black among.. ' Profes- Technical Sales Clerical Craft I Service
(correlation Coeff.) Hanage ve= sionals Workerg Workers Workers . Workers Operatlve§ Laborers . Workers s
A1l Qccupations +54 ‘-:46 45 .52 .49 262 .72 .7l .56 - (
11 Qther Occupations .50 A .38 .39 .52 .58 ., .60 .46 ‘
Managers 1,00 54 42 - .51 .48 .28 32 .29 .25
Professionals 1.00 .46 .eo\) .46 .19 25 v 21 .23. .
Technical Workers 1.00 L2 .39 .25 .26 27 T 29
sales Workers 1.00 .5l .22 .19 ToL22 23
Clerical Workers - ' 1.00 26 .28 .27 .35 &. n
Craft Workers ’ ‘ 1,00 .49 .45 .30
v oA - .
Operatwes - 1.00 ' .62 Ny I3
Laborers . . .00 I\ W49 .
' * Service Workars . : , o . -‘ 1.00
> ' / i
L | L. Y
¥ i . —
E'or places of worl with at least ene pers’on in each occupatlori of l:he pair. The minimum N is about 1500 *




Grouped by Racial Composition

-

2
Table 8
[—
Occupation-specific Employment Segregation for Establishments

(results’ for selectdd categories)

f Workers in Reémaining QOccupational Categories

——_— —

Clerical

-

-

. 3 : . : .

e e rigers S Tl sl clnel | o i tapors SeEL

) _ - ’ : : 5
0.1 - 2.9% black .| 5 5 8 5 1 10 10 13 15
5.0 - 9.9% black 6 4 Y 6 1 8 .8 - 20 27
20,0 -29.9% black 6 5/ 13 T 16 10.’ 8 19 23
40.0 -49.99% black g 7 5 o 0w 9 18 35 . 216 31
60 -69.9% black 0 43 56 42 43 29 23" 33 “ 19
/ i -

B

[
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coefficients in the expected directign (see t:g‘c‘x:')‘. v
. . : A
ra

) . . . . . # I . .’
®Measure of agsociation shown for fhdustty is.the r:_quam@é.%g“of thé in.cégnt

-
Fl

‘in 82" due to adding, the seven industry

i

- dummy variables. This statistic is«comppipble if Wagnityddglfor similar” degrees of association) to the beta ~o-
efficient msingle-variable‘pred#.;gt:qrgréfﬂ- " .
: .ot PR o

« ¢ _w v

‘\‘ p\_‘ = a )\ -
- ! — . - Iable 9 . hd N ] \
= : N , N . - ;-‘ i ,
) Regression Analyses of -Percent Black Among Worker< in
l " same Occupation Category Yo ) C - '
L] ] . R l‘ " ..‘
N ' Statistically‘_jsignificant partial as:odat}ion;
t . - T [beta) = .
] ) " Percent Black } | . Prop‘orti.m'r . " ) e
% Dependent Variaples: . at’ X Total Number of tot:_aL [Useful-
-Percent . establishment, Lof ‘employees, ‘employees ness**0.5) .
Black ) all other number this in -thig a 9
AmONZ. 4 . occupations remployees  occupation odpupation Industry R N
L M .
Hgnzigers-/()ffi.cials +h3% CT e oa TR Tl e .21 3675
Professionals ' +,26% ' - ] -- ' T 4,167 .09 .09 1736
a N - ’ ) ! o I h i
Technical Warkers +.37% .- Vo - == J16%# .18 1510
Sales Workers +.34*: == -- +,14% TIL ‘1 .16. 2076 o
. . . ‘ - . s -‘. ey
.._.%5 Clerical Workers +. ig ;1-_ +,13% +,15% © L 08% T 3231 .
3-.‘ . R - i - . ;} * Z " .
Craft Workers +.,52% v, =106 -- .- N S .28 7243
T i :’ ’, e ! - . [y
Operatives ! +58% ‘i’ O - . . 08 .35 2253
. ?If " * . - . a - . -
_ Laborers E -+, H60% R . / -- == T T L15% .37 1635 -
'Serv;cf. Workers, ' ‘ +.42% ‘ " x5 SN - 10%4 , .1'{'* .22« 1898 P
TN Statistically significant atqp<,01/ : _( IR . R N Lo~ *
. # . - . ‘.“-’ . N ‘ - . ,i#. .- v ‘ ) € . ,
- "A geéparate regression including squayed’ &m‘c,qegq)_lained'a statisticalt? ._sign'ifiﬁnt incyement in R , with the beta

ol
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